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1. Overall Description:
SA1 would like to thank RAN2 about their liaison regarding ETWS clarifications.

SA1 understands that essentially 8 aspects need to be clarified:
1) SA1 is asked to clarify the requirements for Secondary Notification regarding content type / message size. Furthermore, it is also asked whether it is okay to only support smaller Secondary Notifications in smaller E-UTRAN bandwidths:

As indicated in ETWS requirements captured in TS 22.168, Secondary Notification may convey a “large” amount of data in order to deliver text, audio to instruct what to do / where to get help, graphical data such as a map indicating the route from present position to evacuation site, time table of food distribution… However, there is no defined upper limit for the message size. On the other hand, as ETWS will be CBS based and since CBS for UTRAN currently supports a maximum concatenated message size of 1230bytes (as defined in TS 23.041), the same message size for ETWS should also be supported in EUTRAN in order not to degrade EUTRAN capability of ETWS compared to UTRAN at least for EUTRAN bandwidths of 5MHz and larger. It is acceptable that only the maximum CBS concatenated message size is supported in Rel-8.. However, SA1 expects RAN2 to leave the room for extension of the message size so that ETWS can send larger sized messages in future releases.
2) SA1 is asked what is the requirement for the delay to proceed Secondary Notification. RAN2 noticed that there are currently no delay requirements for the Secondary Notification explicitly captured in TS 22.168. SA1 understand that RAN2 is assuming that delay in the order of tens of seconds (e.g. 10 to 30 seconds) will be allowed for the delivery of Secondary Notification:
There is no explicit delay requirement for Secondary Notification. However, SA1 has no problem with the RAN2 assumption (tens of seconds). SA1 thanks RAN2 for their effort to minimized the delay.
3) SA1 is asked what is the required reliability for the successful delivery of Primary / Secondary Notification? For example, for the delivery of the Primary Notification, what percentage of the UEs is required to meet the 4sec delivery delay requirement?

It is desirable that Primary Notification is delivered to all UEs in the area within the 4sec delay requirement. More generally, Primary Notification should be transmitted to UEs as fast as possible. But, on the opposite, reliability is more important than delay for Secondary Notifications.
4) SA1 is asked whether the eNB is required to repeat Primary and/or Secondary Notification related information periodically in a cell, e.g. to enable UEs powering up or entering the cell to detect that an ETWS event has occurred. Is it correct to assume that updates of Secondary Notification could occur which overwrites earlier information and requires that the UE is informed of the arrival of Secondary Notification?

Possible repetitions of warning broadcast can take place in eNB, and also overwriting of messages can take place.
5) SA1 is asked whether the RAN2 decision to have the support of ETWS as an UE capability is correct or not?

SA1 is fine with this decision.
6) SA1 is asked if there is a strict requirement to deliver the security information also within 4seconds and if it will be acceptable to adopt a solution in which the Primary Notification information itself meets the 4second delay requirement, but the security information does not? If this is acceptable, what would be the delay requirement of the security information for Primary Notification?

SA1 shares the view of SA3 such that security on primary notification is subject to regulatory requirements; a regulator in a certain country might put preference on speed of delivery time over security features. Based on this understanding, Primary Notification without security shall be delivered to UEs within the 4sec delay requirement. When security information is sent but it is technically infeasible to fulfil 4 seconds requirements, SA1 expects RAN2 to take effort to design delivery of security information to happen as quickly as possible.
7) SA1 is asked how many bits are actually required to convey the Primary Notification information?.

As SA1 previously answered in GERAN LS, maximum 100 warning types should be supported.  Also, as RAN2 suggests bits to indicate whether to display text in the foreground, whether to ring a buzzer, whether to vibrate shall also be included.
8) SA1 is asked if it is acceptable for RAN2 to progress work on Secondary Notification assuming that the maximum message size will be equivalent to the maximum CBS message size.

Furthermore, SA1 is asked if it can be assumed that only one CBS message for ETWS needs to be delivered via E-UTRA at a time. 

As SA1 answered above, it is acceptable that the maximum CBS concatenated message size is supported.  There's no requirement to support delivery of multiple secondary notification at a time.  
2. Actions:

To RAN2 group.

ACTION: 
Please take into account the above clarification during ETWS specification
3. Date of Next TSG-SA WG1 Meetings:

3GPPSA1#42 
13 - 17 Oct 2008

Seoul, Korea

3GPPSA1#42-BIS 
17 - 21 Nov 2008    
Miami, US
